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Response to Commentor No. 2210Commentor No. 2210:  Jean Cypher

2210-22210-1

2210-1

2210-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.

As discussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1, implementation of Alternative 1,
Restart FFTF, would pose no significant risk to human health or safety.

2210-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2211:  John Aruill Response to Commentor No. 2211

2211-22211-1

2211-3

2211-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.

2211-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2211-3: DOE notes the commentor’s concern regarding waste generation. The
NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for all
alternatives and alternative options.  Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed.  These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.  The
waste generated from any of the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS
will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.
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Commentor No. 2212:  Maryanne Griffin Response to Commentor No. 2212

2212-22212-1

2212-3

2212-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.

2212-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF, and opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2212-3: See response to comment 2212-2.  As stated in Section N.3.2,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert
or reprogram funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.
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Commentor No. 2213:  Marilyn Blunt Response to Commentor No. 2213

2213-22213-1 2213-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.

2213-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Response to Commentor No. 2214Commentor No. 2214:  Joshua Bergor

2214-22214-1

2214-1

2214-3

2214-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford and opposition to plutonium-238 production.
Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activities to
remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority to DOE.
The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully
committed to honoring this agreement.  The missions described in Section
1.2 of Volume 1 would not have an impact on ongoing Hanford cleanup
activities.

As discussed in Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1,  plutonium-238 would be
produced to support NASA’s deep space missions.

2214-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF, and opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2214-3: This PEIS provides estimates of the human health impacts associated
with a range of reasonable alternatives (including restart of FFTF) for the
production of isotopes for medical uses, research and development, and
as heat sources for radioisotope power systems.  Section 4.3 of Volume 1
provides the results of the evaluation of potential health impacts that
would be expected to result from implementation of Alternative 1 (which
includes restart of FFTF), including  normal operations and a spectrum of
accidents that included severe accidents.  The environmental analysis
showed that radiological and nonradiological risks associated with
restarting FFTF would be small.
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Commentor No. 2215:  Roland Hoyt Response to Commentor No. 2215

2215-22215-1 2215-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.

2215-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2216:  Ed Newell Response to Commentor No. 2216

2216-22216-1

2216-1

2216-3

2216-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not have an impact on
ongoing Hanford cleanup activities.

2216-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF, and opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2216-3: See response to comment 2216-2.
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Commentor No. 2217:  Sally Jackson Response to Commentor No. 2217

2217-22217-1 2217-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not have an impact on
ongoing Hanford cleanup activities

2217-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Response to Commentor No. 2218Commentor No. 2218:  Elwyer White

2218-22218-1

2218-1

2218-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford and opposition to implementation of Alternative 1
Restart FFTF).  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high
priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not have an impact on
ongoing Hanford cleanup activities.

2218-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2219:  Gary L. Westerlund Response to Commentor No. 2219

2219-22219-1

2219-3

2219-4

2219-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not have an impact on
ongoing Hanford cleanup activities.

2219-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF, and opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2219-3: See response to comment 2219-2.  As stated in Section N.3.2,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert
or reprogram funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.

2219-4: DOE notes the commentor’s concern regarding waste generation. The NI
PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment, storage,
and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for all
alternatives and alternative options.  Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed.  These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.  The
waste generated from any of the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS
will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.
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Commentor No. 2220:  Kathleen M. Tibbet Response to Commentor No. 2220

2220-22220-1

2220-3

2220-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford and support for Alternative 5 (Deactivate FFTF with
no new missions).  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not have an impact on
ongoing Hanford cleanup activities.

2220-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2220-3: DOE notes the commentor’s concern regarding the potential risk of
contaminating the Columbia River. The  proposed actions delineated in
the NI PEIS would not have an impact on the Columbia River.  FFTF is
located approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River.  There are no
discharges to the river from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
discharges to the groundwater.  Analyses presented in Chapter 4 of the
NI PEIS (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4, 4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4, 4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3
2.4) indicate that there would be no discernible impacts to groundwater or
surface water quality at Hanford from  operation of the  Hanford
facilities that would support  the proposed actions.  Also, no water
quality impacts would be expected as a result of permanent deactivation
of FFTF (Section 4.4.1.2.4).

Although not within the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activities to
remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority to DOE.
The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is fully
committed to honoring this agreement. Such cleanup would greatly
reduce the potential for contaminating the Columbia River. The proposed
actions delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an impact on these
Hanford cleanup activities. As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of
the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup.
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Commentor No. 2221:  B. Goodsitt Response to Commentor No. 2221

2221-22221-1

2221-3

2221-2

2221-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford
cleanup activities.

2221-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2221-3: The commentors’s opposition to the restart of FFTF is noted.  This PEIS
has provided an estimate of the incremental potential human health
impacts associated with a reasonable range of alternatives (including the
restart of FFTF) for the production of isotopes for medical uses, research
and development, and as heat sources for radioisotope power systems.
The methodology used is intended to provide realistic results based upon
our current knowledge of the health impact of low doses of radiation.
Section 4.3 of Volume 1 provides the results of the evaluation of potential
health impacts that would be expected to result from implementation of
Alternative 1 (which includes restart of FFTF), including  normal
operations and a spectrum of accidents that included severe accidents.
The environmental analysis showed that radiological and nonradiological
risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.

The NI PEIS identifies  (in Chapter 3 of Volume 1) endangered species
that live on or near all of the candidate  sites, as well as aquatic and
wetlands areas that may be impacted by operations at candidate locations.
According to an International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)
publication (IAEA Technical Report Series No. 332, Effects of Ionizing
Radiation on Plants and Animals at Levels Implied by Current Radiation
Protection Standards), a dose rate of 100 millirem per year to the most
exposed human will lead to dose rates to plants and animals of less than
0.1 rad per day.  The IAEA concluded that a dose rate of 0.1 rad per day
or less for animals and 1 rad per day or less for plants would not affect
these populations.  The largest individual dose for any of the nuclear



2-2234

F
inal P

rogram
m

atic E
nvironm

ental Im
pact Statem

ent for A
ccom

plishing E
xpanded C

ivilian N
uclear E

nergy R
esearch and D

evelopm
ent a nd

Isotope P
roduction M

issions in the U
nited States, Including the R

ole of the F
ast F

lux Test F
acility

Commentor No. 2221:  B. Goodsitt (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2221

infrastructures alternatives under normal operations would be less than
0.1 millirem, which is three orders of magnitude less than the IAEA
threshold for adverse effects.  Therefore, implementation of any of the
range of reasonable nuclear infrastructure alternatives analyzed would
not be expected to result in adverse impacts on plants and animals living
in potentially affected areas around the candidate sites.
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Response to Commentor No. 2222Commentor No. 2222:  Betty L. Hawkins

2222-22222-1

2222-3

2222-1

2222-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high
priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford
cleanup activities.

2222-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2222-3: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to plutonium production at
Hanford and position concerning impacts to the Columbia River from
FFTF restart FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River.
There are no discharges to the river from FFTF and no radioactive or
hazardous discharges to groundwater.  As indicated in analyses presented
in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4, 4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts to
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from operation of
Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear infrastructure missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.
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Commentor No. 2223:  Sara Moses Response to Commentor No. 2223

2223-22223-1 2223-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high
priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford
cleanup activities.

2223-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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2224-22224-1

2224-1

Commentor No. 2224:  Gretchen Johnson Response to Commentor No. 2224

2224-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high
priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford
cleanup activities.  As discussed throughout Section 4.3 of Volume 1,
none of the proposed alternatives would add waste to the high-level
waste tanks at Hanford.

2224-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2225:  Dawn Paymaut Response to Commentor No. 2225

2225-22225-1

2225-1

2225-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high
priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford
cleanup activities.

FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River.  There are no
discharges to the river from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
discharges to groundwater.  As indicated in analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4, 4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts to
groundwater, surface water, or aquatic life in the Columbia River from
operation of Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear
infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.

2225-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Response to Commentor No. 2226Commentor No. 2226:  Frank Hull

2226-22226-1

2226-3

2226-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high
priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford
cleanup activities.

2226-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2226-3: DOE notes the commentor’s views.  Consistent with its mandates under
the Atomic Energy Act, DOE seeks to maintain and enhance its
infrastructure for the purposes of addressing three primary needs: 1) to
support the need for increased domestic production of isotopes for
medical, research, and industrial uses, as initially identified by a panel of
experts in the medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy
Research Advisory Committee; 2) to support future NASA space
exploration missions by re-establishing a domestic capability to produce
plutonium-238, a fuel source that is required for deep space missions and
which the U.S. has no long-term, assured supply; and 3) to support
civilian nuclear research and development needs in order to maintain the
clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power as a viable component of
the United States’ energy portfolio.  However, no component of the
proposed action is for the purpose of supporting any defense or weapons
related mission.  Section 1.2 of Volume 1 was revised to clarify the
purpose and need of the proposed action.
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Commentor No. 2227:  Therese Gesell Response to Commentor No. 2227

2227-22227-1

2227-3

2227-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high
priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford
cleanup activities.

2227-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2227-3: DOE notes the commentor’s interest in alternative energy sources and
opposition to the use of nuclear power, although issues of research and
development of alternative energy sources are beyond the scope of this
Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS.  The DOE missions to be addressed in this
EIS, which include the production of medical and industrial isotopes, the
production of plutonium-238, and civilian nuclear energy research and
development, can currently only be met using nuclear reactor or
accelerator technologies.
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Commentor No. 2228:  David Turnoy Response to Commentor No. 2228

2228-22228-1 2228-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high
priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford
cleanup activities.

2228-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2229:  Ron Hsik Response to Commentor No. 2229

2229-22229-1
2229-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup

mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high
priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford
cleanup activities.

2229-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Response to Commentor No. 2230Commentor No. 2230:  Dorothy Kimbill

2230-22230-1

2230-1

2230-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high
priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford
cleanup activities.

2230-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2231:  Mary Rivard Response to Commentor No. 2231

2231-22231-1

2231-3

2231-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high
priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford
cleanup activities.

2231-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2231-3: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to additional plutonium
production and concern regarding waste generation.  The plutonium
isotope under consideration, plutonium-238, is not weapons material.

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for
all alternatives and alternative options.  Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed.  These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.  The
waste generated from any of the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS
will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.
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Commentor No. 2232:  Barbara J. Zook Response to Commentor No. 2232

2232-22232-1

2232-1

2232-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high
priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.

As discussed throughout Section 4.3 of Volume 1, no high-level waste
would be added to the high-level waste tanks at Hanford.  Radiological
and non-radiological risks that would result from implementation of
Alternative 1 would be small.

The commentor’s support for Alternative 5 (Deactivate FFTF with no
new missions) is noted.

2232-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2233:  Janet F. Warrington Response to Commentor No. 2233

2233-22233-1

2233-3

2233-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high
priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford
cleanup activities.

2233-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2233-3: This PEIS has provided an estimate of the incremental potential human
health impacts associated with a reasonable range of alternatives
including the restart of FFTF) for the production of isotopes for medical
uses, research and development, and as heat sources for radioisotope
power systems.  The methodology used is intended to provide realistic
results based upon our current knowledge of the health impact of low
doses of radiation. Section 4.3 of Volume 1 provides the results of the
evaluation of potential health impacts that would be expected to result
from implementation of Alternative 1 (which includes restart of FFTF),
including  normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents.  The environmental analysis showed that radiological
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.
As stated in Appendix H of the EIS, other human health impacts (non
fatal cancers and genetic mutations) occur with a lower frequency for the
same level of exposure.  Since latent cancer fatalities would not be
expected among the public, it follows that the expected result for other
radiological health impacts would also be small.
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Response to Commentor No. 2234Commentor No. 2234:  Marian Schwarzenbach

2234-22234-1

2234-3

2234-1

2234-1

2234-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high
priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford
cleanup activities.

As stated in Section N.3.2 of Appendix N, implementation of the nuclear
infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram budgeted funds
designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

With regard to the Hanford wildfire of 2000, the DOE Richland
Operations Office, the State of Washington Department of Health, and
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency performed environmental
monitoring on and around the Site to assess potential radiological
impacts.  The wildfire did not cause a release of radioactive materials from
any Hanford facilities but did result in resuspension of radioactive
materials which were already in the environment.  The very low levels of
radioactive materials that were resuspended were slightly above natural
background levels and required several days of analysis to quantify.
Information on this event has been made available to the public and can
be accessed at http://www.Hanford.gov/envmon/indes.html.  This site
also provides a link to information on the independent offsite air
monitoring that was conducted by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency.

2234-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2234-3: DOE notes the commentor’s position regarding impacts to the Columbia
River and groundwater from FFTF restart.  FFTF is approximately 4.5
miles from the Columbia River.  There are no discharges to the river
from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous discharges to groundwater.
As indicated in analyses presented in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g.,
Sections 4.3.1.1.4, 4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4, 4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there
would be no discernible impacts to groundwater or surface water quality
at Hanford from operation of Hanford facilities that would support the
nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.
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Commentor No. 2235:  Steven C. Peterson Response to Commentor No. 2235

2235-22235-1

2235-3

2235-4

2235-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high
priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford
cleanup activities.

2235-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2235-3: See response to comment 2235-2.

2235-4: DOE notes the commentor’s concern regarding high-level radioactive
waste generation.  The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts
due to the treatment, storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the
proposed action for all alternatives and alternative options.  Waste
minimization programs at each of the proposed sites are also addressed.
These programs will be implemented for the alternative selected in the
Record of Decision.  The waste generated from any of the proposed
alternatives in the NI PEIS will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and
disposed) in a safe and environmentally protective manner and in
compliance with all applicable Federal and state laws and regulations and
applicable DOE orders.
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Commentor No. 2236:  Don MacRae Response to Commentor No. 2236

2236-22236-1

2236-3

2236-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high
priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford
cleanup activities.

2236-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2236-3: High-level radioactive waste would not be generated by the activities
proposed for any of the alternatives or alternative options. The additional
radioactive waste that would be generated from the restart of FFTF (i.e.,
low-level radioactive waste) would not be stored in the high-level
radioactive waste tanks located at Hanford.  The NI PEIS addressed the
environmental impacts due to the treatment, storage, and disposal of the
waste generated by the proposed action for all alternatives and alternative
options.  Waste minimization programs at each of the proposed sites are
also addressed.  These programs will be implemented for the alternative
selected in the Record of Decision.  The waste generated from any of
the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS will be managed (i.e., treated,
stored and disposed) in a safe and environmentally protective manner and
in compliance with all applicable Federal and state laws and regulations
and applicable DOE orders.
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Commentor No. 2237:  Sally Brown Response to Commentor No. 2237

2237-22237-1 2237-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high
priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE remains committed to upholding this agreement.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford
cleanup activities.

2237-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Response to Commentor No. 2238Commentor No. 2238:  Beth Call

2238-22238-1

2238-1

2238-3

2238-4

2238-1

2238-1

2238-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high
priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE remains committed to upholding this agreement.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2 of Appendix N,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert
or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless
of the alternative(s) selected.

A Tri-Party Agreement change was made to place the milestones for
FFTF’s permanent deactivation in abeyance until the DOE reaches a
decision on whether the facility will be used to meet mission needs.
Public meetings were held on this formal milestone change.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford
cleanup activities.

2238-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2238-3: As identified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive waste (e.g.,
solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to nonhazardous
wastes,  This would account for about 2,205 cubic meters of additional
radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of nuclear
infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to the waste
generated by current Hanford activities.  It is DOE’s policy that all
wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.
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Response to Commentor No. 2238Commentor No. 2238:  Beth Call (Cont’d)

As discussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1, no high-level radioactive waste
would be added to the high-level radioactive waste tanks at Hanford.

2238-4: FFTF can be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure
missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.  Section 4.3 of Volume 1
provides the results of the evaluation of potential health impacts that
would be expected to result from implementation of Alternative 1,
including normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents.  The environmental analysis showed that radiological
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.
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Commentor No. 2239:  Martha Reynuzzo Response to Commentor No. 2239

2239-22239-1

2239-4

2239-3

2239-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high
priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE remains committed to upholding this agreement.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford
cleanup activities.

2239-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2239-3:  The commentors’s opposition to the restart of FFTF is noted.  FFTF can
be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1. This PEIS has provided an
estimate of the incremental potential human health impacts associated
with a reasonable range of alternatives (including the restart of FFTF) for
the production of isotopes for medical uses, research and development,
and as heat sources for radioisotope power systems.  The methodology
used is intended to provide realistic results based upon our current
knowledge of the health impact of low doses of radiation. Section 4.3 of
Volume 1 provides the results of the evaluation of potential health
impacts that would be expected to result from implementation of
Alternative 1 which includes restart of FFTF), including  normal
operations and a spectrum of accidents that included severe accidents.
The environmental analysis showed that radiological and nonradiological
risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small. As stated in
Appendix H of the EIS, other human health impacts (non-fatal cancers
and genetic mutations) occur with a lower frequency for the same level of
exposure.  Since latent cancer fatalities would not be expected among the
public, it follows that the expected result for other radiological health
impacts would also be small.

The environmental impacts of reasonable alternatives to fulfill the
requirements of the missions were disclosed and evaluated in the NI PEIS.
DOE made every effort to obtain, analyze, and disclose all required
information to make a decision on expanding nuclear infrastructure.  The
costs analysis  of proposed actions is not required by NEPA and CEQ
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regulations to be included in a PEIS.  DOE prepared a separate Cost
Report  to provide additional pertinent information to the Secretary of
Energy so that he may make an informed decision with respect to the
alternatives presented in the NI PEIS.  The report were made available
immediately upon release on the NE web site (http://www nuclear.gov)
and in the public reading rooms.

2239-4: Consistent with its mandates under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE seeks
to maintain and enhance its infrastructure for the purposes of addressing
three primary needs:

1) to support the need for increased domestic production of isotopes for
medical, research, and industrial uses, as initially identified by a panel of
experts in the medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy Research
Advisory Committee;

2) to support future NASA space exploration missions by re-establishing
a domestic capability to produce plutonium-238, a fuel source that is
required for deep space missions and which the U.S. has no long-term,
assured supply; and

3) to support civilian nuclear research and development needs in order to
maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power as a viable
component of the United States’ energy portfolio.  Section 1.2 of
Volume 1 was revised to clarify the purpose and need of the proposed
action.

Commentor No. 2239:  Martha Reynuzzo (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2239
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Commentor No. 2240:  Kyle Allan Cleys Response to Commentor No. 2240

2240-22240-1

2240-3

2240-4

2240-1

2240-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high
priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE remains committed to upholding this agreement.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford
cleanup activities.

2240-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF, and opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2240-3: See response to comment 2240-2.

2240-4: DOE notes the commentor’s concern regarding high-level radioactive
waste generation.  The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts
due to the treatment, storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the
proposed action for all alternatives and alternative options.  Waste
minimization programs at each of the proposed sites are also addressed.
These programs will be implemented for the alternative selected in the
Record of Decision.  The waste generated from any of the proposed
alternatives in the NI PEIS will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and
disposed) in a safe and environmentally protective manner and in
compliance with all applicable Federal and state laws and regulations and
applicable DOE orders.
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Commentor No. 2241:  D. Vallier Response to Commentor No. 2241

2241-22241-1

2241-2

2241-1

2241-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high
priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE remains committed to upholding this agreement.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford
cleanup activities.

2241-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Response to Commentor No. 2242Commentor No. 2242:  Frieda S. Walworth

2242-22242-1

2242-3

2242-1

2242-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high
priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE remains committed to upholding this agreement.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford
cleanup activities.

2242-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2242-3: As identified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive waste (e.g.,
 solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to nonhazardous
wastes,  This would account for about 2,205 cubic meters of additional
radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of nuclear
infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to the waste
generated by current Hanford activities.  It is DOE’s policy that all
wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for
all alternatives and alternative options.  Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed.  These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.
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Commentor No. 2243:  Victoria Trumble-Bert Response to Commentor No. 2243

2243-22243-1 2243-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high
priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE remains committed to upholding this agreement.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford
cleanup activities.

2243-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2244:  Diana Schneider Response to Commentor No. 2244

2244-22244-1

2244-1

2244-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS,
ongoing activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a
high priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration
activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement
(i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This
agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts
of the Hanford Site. DOE remains committed to upholding this
agreement.  The missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would
not impact ongoing Hanford cleanup activities.

The commentor’s concerns about impacts of the Hanford Site on human
health are noted.  Health effects studies that have been conducted in the
Hanford Area are described in Section 3.4.9.3. Impacts that would result
from implementation of Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, are discussed in
Section 4.3 of Volume 1.  Implementation of Alternative 1 was estimated
to pose no significant risk to persons residing in the Hanford Area.

2244-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2245:  Krista and Chuck Orider Response to Commentor No. 2245

2245-22245-1

2245-3

2245-1

2245-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high
priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE remains committed to upholding this agreement.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford
cleanup activities.

Impacts that would result from implementation of Alternative 1 (Restart
FFTF) are discussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1.  Implementation of
Alternative 1 was estimated to pose no significant risk to persons residing
in the Hanford Area.  Health effects studies that have been conducted in
the Hanford Area are described in Section 3.4.9.3.

2245-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2245-3: DOE has evaluated the effects of the various alternatives using the
applicable standards as discussed in Chapter 5.  European standards for
water and air are not applicable to these alternatives.
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Response to Commentor No. 2246Commentor No. 2246:  Ann Wopat

2246-22246-1

2246-1

2246-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high
priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE remains committed to upholding this agreement.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford
cleanup activities.

2246-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2247:  Walter Smick Response to Commentor No. 2247

2247-22247-1

2247-3

2247-4

2247-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high
priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE remains committed to upholding this agreement.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford
cleanup activities.

2247-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2247-3: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns for impacts to the Columbia River
from existing contamination at Hanford and from FFTF restart.  Although
beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup activities are
high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement
specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the
Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.

FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River.  There are no
discharges to the river from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
discharges to groundwater.  As indicated in analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4, 4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts to
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from operation of
Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear infrastructure missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.

2247-4: The commentors’s opposition to the restart of FFTF is noted.  This PEIS
has provided an estimate of the incremental potential human health
impacts associated with a reasonable range of alternatives (including the
restart of FFTF) for the production of isotopes for medical uses, research
and development, and as heat sources for radioisotope power systems.
The methodology used is intended to provide realistic results based upon
our current knowledge of the health impact of low doses of radiation.
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Section 4.3 of Volume 1 provides the results of the evaluation of potential
health impacts that would be expected to result from implementation of
Alternative 1 (which includes restart of FFTF), including  normal
operations and a spectrum of accidents that included severe accidents.
The environmental analysis showed that radiological and nonradiological
risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.

Commentor No. 2247:  Walter Smick (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2247
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Commentor No. 2248:  Laila Atallah Response to Commentor No. 2248

2248-22248-1

2248-3

2248-1

2248-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high
priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE remains committed to upholding this agreement.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford
cleanup activities.

As discussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1, implementation of Alternative 1,
Restart FFTF, none of the proposed alternatives would add waste to the
high-level waste tanks at Hanford.  As stated in Section N.3.2 of
Appendix N, implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives
would not divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford
cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

2248-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF, and opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2248-3: See response to comment 2248-2.
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Commentor No. 2249:  Albert J. Penta Response to Commentor No. 2249

2249-22249-1

2249-1

2249-3

2249-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford and opposition to the production of plutonium-238.
Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activities to
remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high priority to DOE.
The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE remains
committed to upholding this agreement.  The missions described in
Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford cleanup
activities.

As discussed in Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1, plutonium-238 would be
produced in support of NASA’s deep space missions.

2249-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF, and opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2249-3: See response to comment 2249-2.
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Response to Commentor No. 2250Commentor No. 2250:  Gordon Ruffitles

2250-22250-1

2250-2

2250-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high
priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE remains committed to upholding this agreement.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford
cleanup activities.

2250-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2251:  Dolores Koger Response to Commentor No. 2251

2251-22251-1

2251-3

2251-4

2251-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high
priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE remains committed to upholding this agreement.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford
cleanup activities.

2251-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2251-3: The purpose of the NI PEIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of a
range of reasonable alternatives to fulfill the proposed actions, one of
which is the domestic production of plutonium-238. Plutonium-238, used
to support NASA space missions, is not weapons-grade plutonium
(i.e., plutonium-239).  Whereas the United States is currently planning for
the disposition of tons of surplus plutonium-239 that is not needed to
support the U.S. nuclear weapons stockpile, there are approximately 9
kilograms (19.8 pounds) of plutonium-238 in the U.S. inventory available
to support future NASA space missions.  Through a Memorandum of
Understanding with NASA, DOE provides radioisotope power systems
and the plutonium-238 that fuels them for space missions that require or
would be enhanced by their use.  In addition, under the National Space
Policy issued by the Office of Science and Technology Policy in
September 1996, and consistent with DOE’s charter under the Atomic
Energy Act, DOE is responsible for maintaining the capability to provide
the plutonium-238 needed to support these missions.  Based on NASA
guidance to DOE on the potential use of radioisotope power systems for
upcoming space missions, DOE anticipates that the existing plutonium
238 inventory will be exhausted by approximately 2005.  Section 1.2.2 of
Volume 1 was revised to further clarify the purpose and need for
reestablishing a domestic plutonium-238 production capability to support
NASA space exploration missions.

2251-4: As identified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive waste (e.g.,
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Commentor No. 2251:  Dolores Koger (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2251

solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to nonhazardous
wastes,  This would account for about 2,205 cubic meters of additional
radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of nuclear
infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to the waste
generated by current Hanford activities.  It is DOE’s policy that all
wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for
all alternatives and alternative options.  Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed.  These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.
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Commentor No. 2252:  Joyce A. Harman Response to Commentor No. 2252

2252-22252-1 2252-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high
priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE remains committed to upholding this agreement.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford
cleanup activities.

2252-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2253:  F. K. Mead Response to Commentor No. 2253

2253-22253-1

2253-1

2253-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high
priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE remains committed to upholding this agreement.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford
cleanup activities.

As discussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1, implementation of Alternative 1
(Restart of FFTF) would  pose little risk to the health and safety of the
public.

2253-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Response to Commentor No. 2254Commentor No. 2254:  Ruth Newland

2254-22254-1

2254-1

2254-3

2254-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high
priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE remains committed to upholding this agreement.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford
cleanup activities.

With regard to the Hanford wildfire of 2000, the DOE Richland
Operations Office, the State of Washington Department of Health, and
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency performed environmental
monitoring on and around the Site to assess potential radiological impacts.
The wildfire did not cause a release of radioactive materials from any
Hanford facilities but did result in resuspension of radioactive materials
which were already in the environment.  The low levels of radioactive
materials that were resuspended were only slightly above natural
background levels and required several days of analysis to quantify.
Information on this event has been made available to the public and can
be accessed at http://www.Hanford.gov/envmon/indes.html.  This site
also provides a link to information on the independent offsite air
monitoring that was conducted by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency.  As discussed in Appendix I, an assessment of the risk of a
wildfire indicated that, in the worst case, it could lead to a loss of offsite
power, which the FFTF, because of its passive cooling capability, could
withstand without overheating the core or leading to the release of any
radioactivity.

2254-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF, and opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2254-3: See response to comment 2254-2.
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Commentor No. 2255:  Peter Gay Response to Commentor No. 2255

2255-22255-1

2255-1

2255-3

2255-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high
priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE remains committed to upholding this agreement.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford
cleanup activities.

2255-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF, and opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2255-3: See response to comment 2255-2.
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Commentor No. 2256:  Ann Kremer Response to Commentor No. 2256

2256-22256-1

2256-3

2256-4

2256-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high
priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE remains committed to upholding this agreement.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford
cleanup activities.

2256-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2256-3: FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River.  There are no
discharges to the river from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
discharges to groundwater.  As indicated in analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4, 4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts to
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from operation of
Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear infrastructure missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.

2256-4: DOE notes the commentor’s concern regarding waste generation. The
NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for all
alternatives and alternative options.  Waste minimization programs at each
of the proposed sites are also addressed.  These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.  The
waste generated from any of the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS
will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.
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Commentor No. 2257:  Anne E. Zald Response to Commentor No. 2257

2257-22257-1

2257-1

2257-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high
priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE remains committed to upholding this agreement.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford
cleanup activities. Further, none of the mission activities discussed in the
NI PEIS would add waste to the high-level waste tanks at Hanford.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2 of Appendix N,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert
or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless
of the alternative(s) selected.

2257-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Response to Commentor No. 2258Commentor No. 2258:  Jim Trombald

2258-22258-1

2258-1

2258-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high
priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE remains committed to upholding this agreement.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford
cleanup activities.

As discussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1, waste that would be generated
under the alternatives described in Section 2.5 would not significantly
impact the waste management infrastructure at Hanford.

2258-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2259:  Donn Colby Response to Commentor No. 2259

2259-22259-1

2259-1

2259-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high
priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE remains committed to upholding this agreement.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford
cleanup activities.

As discussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1, waste that would be generated
under the alternatives described in Section 2.5 would not significantly
impact the waste management infrastructure at Hanford.

The commentor’s support for Alternative 5 (Deactivate FFTF with no
new missions) is noted.

2259-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2260:  Patricia Greisel Response to Commentor No. 2260

2260-22260-1 2260-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high
priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE remains committed to upholding this agreement.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford
cleanup activities.

2260-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2261:  James A. Hartmann Response to Commentor No. 2261

2261-22261-1

2261-3

2261-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high
priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE remains committed to upholding this agreement.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford
cleanup activities.

2261-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2261-3: DOE notes the commentor’s interest in alternative energy sources,
although issues of research and development of alternative energy
sources are beyond the scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS.  The
DOE missions to be addressed in this EIS, which include the production
of medical and industrial isotopes, the production of plutonium-238, and
civilian nuclear energy research and development, can currently only be
met using nuclear reactor or accelerator technologies.
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Response to Commentor No. 2262Commentor No. 2262:  Emmalee Weibel

2262-22262-1

2262-3

2262-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high
priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE remains committed to upholding this agreement.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford
cleanup activities.

2262-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2262-3: DOE policy encourages effective public participation in its decision
making process.  In compliance with NEPA and CEQ regulations, DOE
provided opportunity to the public to comment on the scope of the
NI PEIS and the environmental impact analysis of DOE’s proposed
alternatives.  DOE gave equal consideration to all comments.  In
preparing the Final NI PEIS, DOE carefully considered comments
received from the public.
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Commentor No. 2263:  Elizabeth B. Bushnell Response to Commentor No. 2263

2263-22263-1

2263-1

2263-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River.  There are no
discharges to the river from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
discharges to groundwater.  As indicated in analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4, 4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts to
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from operation of
Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear infrastructure missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.

2263-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2264:  Phyllis Clausen Response to Commentor No. 2264

2264-22264-1
2264-3

2264-4

2264-1

2264-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and concerns regarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford.
Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup
activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site environmental
restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party
Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy)
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear
infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram budgeted funds
designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

2264-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF, and opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2264-3: See response to comment 2264-2.

2264-4: DOE notes the commentor’s concern regarding waste generation.  The
NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for
all alternatives and alternative options.  Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed.  These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.  The
waste generated from any of the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS
will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.
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Commentor No. 2265:  Walter and Jean Walkinshaw Response to Commentor No. 2265

2265-22265-1

2265-3

2265-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

2265-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2265-3: DOE notes the commentor’s concern regarding waste generation and
storage.  The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the
treatment, storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed
actions for all alternatives and alternative options.  Waste minimization
programs at each of the proposed sites are also addressed.  These
programs will be implemented for the alternative selected in the Record
of Decision.  The waste generated from any of the proposed alternatives
in the NI PEIS will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a
safe and environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all
applicable Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE
orders.
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Response to Commentor No. 2266Commentor No. 2266:  Jennifer Martin

2266-22266-1

2266-1

2266-3

2266-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

A Tri-Party Agreement change was made to place the milestones for
FFTF’s permanent deactivation in abeyance until the DOE reaches a
decision on whether the facility will be used to meet mission needs.  Prior
public meetings were held on this formal milestone change.  As stated in
Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives
would not divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford
cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

With regard to the Hanford wildfire of 2000, the DOE Richland
Operations Office, the State of Washington Department of Health, and
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency performed environmental
monitoring on and around the Site to assess potential radiological impacts.
The wildfire did not cause a release of radioactive materials from any
Hanford facilities but did result in resuspension of radioactive materials
which were already in the environment.  The very low levels of
radioactive materials that were resuspended were slightly above natural
background levels and required several days of analysis to quantify.
Information on this event has been made available to the public and can
be accessed at http://www.Hanford.gov/envmon/indes.html.  This site
also provides a link to information on the independent offsite air
monitoring that was conducted by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency.

2266-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF, and opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2266-3: See response to comment 2266-2.
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Commentor No. 2267:  Eric Andersen Response to Commentor No. 2267

2267-22267-1

2267-3

2267-1

2267-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

2267-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2267-3: The commentors’s opposition to the restart of FFTF is noted.  FFTF can
be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1. This PEIS has provided an
estimate of the incremental potential human health impacts associated
with a reasonable range of alternatives (including the restart of FFTF) for
the production of isotopes for medical uses, research and development,
and as heat sources for radioisotope power systems.  The methodology
used is intended to provide realistic results based upon our current
knowledge of the health impact of low doses of radiation. Section 4.3 of
Volume 1 provides the results of the evaluation of potential health
impacts that would be expected to result from implementation of
Alternative 1 which includes restart of FFTF), including  normal
operations and a spectrum of accidents that included severe accidents.
The environmental analysis showed that radiological and nonradiological
risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.
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Commentor No. 2268:  Roy Metcalf Response to Commentor No. 2268

2268-22268-1

2268-3

2268-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

2268-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2268-3: DOE notes the commentor’s position regarding impacts to the Columbia
River from FFTF restart. FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from the
Columbia River.  There are no discharges to the river from FFTF and no
radioactive or hazardous discharges to groundwater.  Section 3.4.4 of
Volume 1 of the NI PEIS describes the current condition of water
resources potentially affected by the Hanford Site, with specific
discussions of surface water and groundwater resources in the Hanford
400 Area, where FFTF is located, provided in Sections 3.4.4.1.2 and 3.4.4
2.2, respectively. This information indicates that the only impact that 400
Area operations have had on water resources to date is contamination of
the unconfined aquifer system with nitrate from sanitary sewage disposal.
The source of this contamination has since been removed resulting in
nitrate levels diminishing over time.  The effects of maintaining FFTF in
its current standby mode for 35 years are described in Section 4.2.1.2.4
of Volume 1, and this analysis indicates that the impact on water
resources would be negligible.  As indicated in analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4, 4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3 2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts to
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from operation of
Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear infrastructure missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.
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Commentor No. 2269:  Deanna Lynch Response to Commentor No. 2269

2269-22269-1

2269-3

2269-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

2269-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2269-3: DOE policy encourages effective public participation in its decision
making process.  In compliance with NEPA and CEQ regulations, DOE
provided opportunity to the public to comment on the scope of the
NI PEIS and the environmental impact analysis of DOE’s proposed
alternatives.  DOE gave equal consideration to all comments.  In
preparing the Final NI PEIS, DOE carefully considered comments
received from the public.
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Response to Commentor No. 2270Commentor No. 2270:  Beverly J. Witte

2270-22270-1

2270-3

2270-4

2270-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

2270-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2270-3: High-level radioactive waste would not be generated by the activities
proposed for any of the alternatives or alternative options. The additional
radioactive waste that would be generated from the restart of FFTF (i.e.,
low-level radioactive waste) would not be stored in the high-level
radioactive waste tanks located at Hanford. The NI PEIS addressed the
environmental impacts due to the treatment, storage, and disposal of the
waste generated by the proposed action for all alternatives and alternative
options.  Waste minimization programs at each of the proposed sites are
also addressed.  These programs will be implemented for the alternative
selected in the Record of Decision.  The waste generated from any of
the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS will be managed (i.e., treated,
stored and disposed) in a safe and environmentally protective manner and
in compliance with all applicable Federal and state laws and regulations
and applicable DOE orders.

2270-4: The commentors’s opposition to the restart of FFTF is noted.  This PEIS
has provided an estimate of the incremental potential human health
impacts associated with a reasonable range of alternatives (including the
restart of FFTF) for the production of isotopes for medical uses, research
and development, and as heat sources for radioisotope power systems.
The methodology used is intended to provide realistic results based upon
our current knowledge of the health impact of low doses of radiation.
Section 4.3 of Volume 1 provides the results of the evaluation of potential
health impacts that would be expected to result from implementation of
Alternative 1 (which includes restart of FFTF), including  normal
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Response to Commentor No. 2270Commentor No. 2270:  Beverly J. Witte (Cont’d)

operations and a spectrum of accidents that included severe accidents.
The environmental analysis showed that radiological and nonradiological
risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small. As stated in
Appendix H of the EIS, other human health impacts (non-fatal cancers
and genetic mutations) occur with a lower frequency for the same level
of exposure.  Since latent cancer fatalities would not be expected among
the public, it follows that the expected result for other radiological health
impacts would also be small.

The NI PEIS identifies  (in Chapter 3 of Volume 1) endangered species
that live on or near all of the candidate  sites, as well as aquatic and
wetlands areas that may be impacted by operations at candidate locations
 According to an International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)
publication (IAEA Technical Report Series No. 332, Effects of Ionizing
Radiation on Plants and Animals at Levels Implied by Current Radiation
Protection Standards), a dose rate of 100 millirem per year to the most
exposed human will lead to dose rates to plants and animals of less than
0.1 rad per day.  The IAEA concluded that a dose rate of 0.1 rad per day
or less for animals and 1 rad per day or less for plants would not affect
these populations.  The largest individual dose for any of the nuclear
infrastructures alternatives under normal operations would be less than
0.1 millirem, which is three orders of magnitude less than the IAEA
threshold for adverse effects.  Therefore, implementation of any of the
range of reasonable nuclear infrastructure alternatives analyzed would
not be expected to result in adverse impacts on plants and animals living
in potentially affected areas around the candidate sites.
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Commentor No. 2271:  Kathleen A. Lawrence Response to Commentor No. 2271

2271-22271-1

2271-3

2271-4

2271-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

2271-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2271-3: As identified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive waste (e.g.,
solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to nonhazardous
wastes,  This would account for about 2,205 cubic meters of additional
radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of nuclear
infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to the waste
generated by current Hanford activities.  It is DOE’s policy that all
wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

As discussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1, no high-level radioactive waste
would be added to the high-level waste tanks at Hanford.

2271-4: FFTF can be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure
missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.  Section 4.3 of Volume 1
provides the results of the evaluation of potential health impacts that
would be expected to result from implementation of Alternative 1,
including normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents.  The environmental analysis showed that radiological
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.
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Commentor No. 2272:  Patricia Sims Response to Commentor No. 2272

2272-22272-1

2272-1

2272-3

2272-4

2272-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the .U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

2272-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2272-3: The commentors’s opposition to the restart of FFTF is noted. FFTF can
be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.  This PEIS has provided an
estimate of the incremental potential human health impacts associated
with a reasonable range of alternatives (including the restart of FFTF) for
the production of isotopes for medical uses, research and development,
and as heat sources for radioisotope power systems.  The methodology
used is intended to provide realistic results based upon our current
knowledge of the health impact of low doses of radiation. Section 4.3 of
Volume 1 provides the results of the evaluation of potential health
impacts that would be expected to result from implementation of
Alternative 1 which includes restart of FFTF), including  normal
operations and a spectrum of accidents that included severe accidents.
The environmental analysis showed that radiological and nonradiological
risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.

2272-4: Comment noted.  DOE is committed to providing the public with
comprehensive environmental reviews of its proposed actions in
accordance with NEPA, and to providing ample opportunity for public
comment on those actions.  In preparing the Final NI PEIS, DOE
carefully considered comments received from the public.
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Commentor No. 2273:  Patricia Sims Response to Commentor No. 2273

2273-22273-1

2273-3

2173-4

2273-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

2273-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2273-3: As identified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive waste (e.g.,
 solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to nonhazardous
wastes,  This would account for about 2,205 cubic meters of additional
radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of nuclear
infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to the waste
generated by current Hanford activities.  It is DOE’s policy that all
wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for
all alternatives and alternative options.  Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed.  These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.

FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River.  There are no
discharges to the river from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
discharges to groundwater.  As indicated in analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4, 4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3 2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts to
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from operation of
Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear infrastructure missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.

2273-4: Comment noted.  DOE is committed to providing the public with
comprehensive environmental reviews of its proposed actions in
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accordance with NEPA, and to providing ample opportunity for public
comment on those actions.  In preparing the Final NI PEIS, DOE
carefully considered comments received from the public.

Commentor No. 2273:  Patricia Sims (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2273
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Response to Commentor No. 2274Commentor No. 2274:  M. Carnegie

2274-22274-1

2274-1

2274-3

2274-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

2274-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2274-3: DOE notes the commentor’s concern regarding waste generation. The NI
PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment, storage,
and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for all
alternatives and alternative options.  Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed.  These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.  The
waste generated from any of the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS
will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.
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Commentor No. 2275:  Rosalyn Breen Response to Commentor No. 2275

2275-22275-1

2275-1

2275-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

2275-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2276:  Carolyn SRB Scott Response to Commentor No. 2276

2276-22276-1

2276-3

2276-1: DOE notes the commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

2276-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2276-3: DOE notes the commentor's concern regarding waste generation.  The
NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for
all alternatives and alternative options.  Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed.  These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.  The
waste generated from any of the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS
will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.
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Commentor No. 2277:  Doris Dreyfuss Response to Commentor No. 2277

2277-22277-1

2277-1

2277-3

2277-1: DOE notes the commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear
infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram budgeted funds
designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

2277-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF, as well as support for the continued importation of
medical isotopes from Canada and purchase of plutonium-238 from
Russia.

2277-3: See response to comment 2277-2.
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Response to Commentor No. 2278Commentor No. 2278:  Irene R. Japha

2278-22278-1

2278-1

2278-1: DOE notes the commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for
restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to
honoring this agreement.

The environmental impacts associated with operation of the FFTF and
support facilities at Hanford during normal operations and from
postulated accidents are presented and discussed in Section 4.3 of this
NI PEIS.  All impacts to human health and to ecological resources
would be small in the immediate area of the Hanford Site and negligible at
all distant locations.

2278-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2279:  Caroline Coreta Response to Commentor No. 2279

2279-22279-1

2279-3

2279-1: DOE notes the commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

2279-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF, and opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2279-3: See response to comment 2279-2.
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Commentor No. 2280:  Irene Myers Response to Commentor No. 2280

2280-22280-1 2280-1: DOE notes the commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

2280-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2281:  Bonnie Orme Response to Commentor No. 2281

2281-22281-1 2281-1: DOE notes the commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

2281-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Response to Commentor No. 2282Commentor No. 2282:  Elizabeth Roberts

2282-22282-1

2282-1

2282-1: DOE notes the commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.

2282-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2283:  Brian Watson Response to Commentor No. 2283

2283-22283-1

2283-1

2283-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and concerns regarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford.
Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup
activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site environmental
restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party
Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy)
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

DOE-RL, EPA, and Ecology agreed to a change in this agreement to
place the milestones for FFTF's permanent deactivation in abeyance until
the DOE reaches a decision on FFTF's future. Public meetings were held
on this formal milestone change.  The NI PEIS missions would not have
an impact on Hanford cleanup activities.

2283-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2284:  Rhoda Stockwell Response to Commentor No. 2284

2284-22284-1

2284-1

2284-1: DOE notes the commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

The environmental impacts associated with operation of the FFTF and
support facilities at Hanford during normal operations and from
postulated accidents are presented and discussed in Section 4.3 of this
NI PEIS.  All impacts to human health and to ecological resources
would be small in the immediate area of the Hanford Site and negligible at
all distant locations.

2284-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2285:  Dorli T. Rainey Response to Commentor No. 2285

2285-22285-1

2285-3

2285-1

2285-1: DOE notes the commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

DOE has developed a draft "Waste Minimization and Management Plan
for FFTF" to incorporate pollution prevention and waste minimization
practices in its consideration of the future of FFTF.  If a decision were
made to restart FFTF, this plan would be used to ensure that optimum
opportunities are provided for characterizing potential waste streams,
identifying source reduction and recycling strategies, evaluating
management, treatment, and disposition options, developing sustainable
designs, and implementing effective management strategies for all waste
streams related to the restart and operation of FFTF.

2285-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF, opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, and
opposition to storing of additional nuclear materials at Hanford.

2285-3: See response to comment 2285-2.
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Response to Commentor No. 2286Commentor No. 2286:  Linda J. Clifton

2286-22286-1

2286-1

2286-1: DOE notes the commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

DOE has developed a draft "Waste Minimization and Management Plan
for FFTF" to incorporate pollution prevention and waste minimization
practices in its consideration of the future of FFTF.  If a decision were
made to restart FFTF, this plan would be used to ensure that optimum
opportunities are provided for characterizing potential waste streams,
identifying source reduction and recycling strategies, evaluating
management, treatment, and disposition options, developing sustainable
designs, and implementing effective management strategies for all waste
streams related to the restart and operation of FFTF.

2286-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2287:  Arthur Rolfe Response to Commentor No. 2287

2287-22287-1

2287-1

2287-3

2287-4

2287-5

2287-1: DOE notes the commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

2287-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2287-3: DOE notes the commentor's concern regarding waste generation.  The
NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for
all alternatives and alternative options.  Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed.  These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.  The
waste generated from any of the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS
will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

2287-4: DOE notes the commentor's view on nuclear weapons, although nuclear
weapons issues  are beyond the scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS.  The DOE missions addressed in this EIS (Section 1.2 of
Volume 1) include the production of medical and industrial isotopes, the
production of plutonium-238, and civilian nuclear energy research and
development.  The three missions are civilian nuclear energy missions and
are not defense-related.  Neither nuclear weapons nor components for
nuclear weapons would be produced under any of the nuclear
infrastructure alternatives.

2287-5: DOE notes the commentor's views.
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Commentor No. 2288:  Nell Wolever Response to Commentor No. 2288

2288-22288-1

2288-3

2288-4

2288-1: DOE notes the commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

2288-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2288-3: As identified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive waste (e.g.,
solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to nonhazardous
wastes,  This would account for about 2,205 cubic meters of additional
radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of nuclear
infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to the waste
generated by current Hanford activities.  It is DOE’s policy that all
wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

As discussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1, no high-level radioactive waste
would be added to the high-level waste tanks at Hanford.

2288-4: FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River.  There are no
discharges to the river from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
discharges to groundwater.  As indicated in analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4, 4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts to
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from operation of
Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear infrastructure missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.  In addition, Section 4.3 of Volume 1
provides the results of the evaluation of potential health impacts that
would be expected to result from implementation of Alternative 1,
including normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents.  The environmental analysis showed that radiological
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.
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Commentor No. 2289:  Jane Civiletti Response to Commentor No. 2289

2289-22289-1

2289-1

2289-1: DOE notes the commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

2289-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Response to Commentor No. 2290Commentor No. 2290:  Barbara Simelin

2290-22290-1

2290-1

2290-1: DOE notes the commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

2290-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2291:  Leo Stammer Response to Commentor No. 2291

2291-22291-1

2291-1

2291-1: DOE notes the commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

Implementation of the alternatives described in Section 2.5 of Volume 1
would have no impact on electric power rates.

2291-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2292:  Margaret K. Letherman Response to Commentor No. 2292

2292-22292-1

2292-3

2292-4

2292-22292-1

2292-1: DOE notes the commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

2292-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.  With respect to the commentor's concern about
radioactivity, the NI PEIS has provided an estimate of the potential
human health impacts from normal operations, accident, and
transportation related activities for each of the alternatives and options
presented in Volume 1, Chapter 4.  These impacts are summarized in
Chapter 2, Tables 2-6 and 2-7.

2292-3: As identified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive waste (e.g.,
solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to nonhazardous
wastes,  This would account for about 2,205 cubic meters of additional
radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of nuclear
infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to the waste
generated by current Hanford activities.  It is DOE’s policy that all
wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

As discussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1, no high-level radioactive waste
would be added to the high-level waste tanks at Hanford.

2292-4: FFTF can be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure
missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.  Section 4.3 of Volume 1
provides the results of the evaluation of potential health impacts that
would be expected to result from implementation of Alternative 1,
including normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents.  The environmental analysis showed that radiological
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.
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Commentor No. 2293:  Amy Ingram Response to Commentor No. 2293

2293-22293-1

2293-1

2293-1: DOE notes the commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

2293-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Response to Commentor No. 2294Commentor No. 2294:  Rachel Golden

2294-22294-1

2294-3

2294-1

2294-4

2294-1: DOE notes the commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

2294-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2294-3: The commentors's opposition to the restart of FFTF is noted.  This PEIS
has provided an estimate of the incremental potential human health
impacts associated with a reasonable range of alternatives (including the
restart of FFTF) for the production of isotopes for medical uses, research
and development, and as heat sources for radioisotope power systems.
The methodology used is intended to provide realistic results based upon
our current knowledge of the health impact of low doses of radiation.
Section 4.3 of Volume 1 provides the results of the evaluation of potential
health impacts that would be expected to result from implementation of
Alternative 1 (which includes restart of FFTF), including  normal
operations and a spectrum of accidents that included severe accidents.
Plutonium-238 is one of many substances that have been considered in
the analysis of health and safety impacts for this PEIS.  Plutonium-238 is
the primary contributor to the health impacts associated with the
processing of irradiated neptunium targets at any of the proposed
processing facilities. The environmental analysis showed that radiological
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.

2294-4: As identified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive waste (i.e.
solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to nonhazardous
wastes,  This would account for about 2,205 cubic meters of additional
radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of nuclear
infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to the waste
generated by current Hanford activities.  It is DOE's policy that all
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wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for
all alternatives and alternative options.  Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed.  These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.  As
stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear infrastructure
alternatives would not divert or reprogram funds designated for Hanford
cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

Response to Commentor No. 2294Commentor No. 2294:  Rachel Golden (Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 2295:  Rolf Skar Response to Commentor No. 2295

2295-22295-1

2295-3

2295-4

2296-2

2295-1: DOE notes the commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

2295-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF, opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, and concern
for taxpayer dollars. DOE prepared a separate Cost Report to provide
additional pertinent information to the Secretary of Energy so that he may
make an informed decision with respect to the alternatives presented in
the NI PEIS.  Pursuant to CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1505.1(e)), agencies
are encouraged to make ancillary decision documents available to the
public before a decision is made.  DOE mailed this document to about
730 interested parties on August 24, 2000.  The report was made
available immediately upon release on the NE web site (http://www.
nuclear.gov) and in the public reading rooms.  DOE has also provided a
summary of the Cost Report in Appendix P in the Final NI PEIS.

2295-3: See response to comment 2295-2.

2295-4: This NI PEIS has provided an estimate of the incremental potential
human health impacts associated with a reasonable range of alternatives
(including the restart of FFTF) for the production of isotopes for medical
uses, research and development, and as heat sources for radioisotope
power systems.  The methodology used is intended to provide realistic
results based upon our current knowledge of the health impact of low
doses of radiation. Section 4.3 of Volume 1 provides the results of the
evaluation of potential health impacts that would be expected to result
from implementation of Alternative 1 (which includes restart of FFTF),
including  normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents.  The environmental analysis showed that radiological
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.

The NI PEIS identifies  (in Chapter 3 of Volume 1) endangered species
that live on or near all of the candidate  sites, as well as aquatic and
wetlands areas that may be impacted by operations at candidate locations.
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According to an International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)
publication (IAEA Technical Report Series No. 332, Effects of Ionizing
Radiation on Plants and Animals at Levels Implied by Current Radiation
Protection Standards), a dose rate of 100 millirem per year to the most
exposed human will lead to dose rates to plants and animals of less than
0.1 rad per day.  The IAEA concluded that a dose rate of 0.1 rad per day
or less for animals and 1 rad per day or less for plants would not affect
these populations.  The largest individual dose for any of the nuclear
infrastructures alternatives under normal operations would be less than
0.1 millirem, which is three orders of magnitude less than the IAEA
threshold for adverse effects.  Therefore, implementation of any of the
range of reasonable nuclear infrastructure alternatives analyzed would
not be expected to result in adverse impacts on plants and animals living
in potentially affected areas around the candidate sites.

Commentor No. 2295:  Rolf Skar (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2295
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Commentor No. 2296:  Margaret Koenig Response to Commentor No. 2296

2296-22296-1

2296-1

2296-1: DOE notes the commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

The use of proposed alternative facilities associated with reprocessing of
neptunium-237 targets would have no impact on schedules or available
funding for high-level radioactive waste programs at either Hanford or
the INEEL sites.  The higher-activity waste would be treated as a solid
form via a stand-alone vitrification system, separate from any tank waste
treatment system.  The existing Hanford high-level radioactive waste
facilities would also not be used, and as analyzed in the PEIS, no existing
or planned high-level radioactive waste facilities would be used to treat
the waste resulting from processing the irradiated targets.

2296-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2297:  Dorothy Arque Response to Commentor No. 2297

2297-22297-1

2297-3

2297-1: DOE notes the commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

2297-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2297-3: The FFTF and fabrication/processing facilities at the Hanford Site can be
safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure missions described in
Section 1.2 of Volume 1.  Section 4.2-4.6 of Volume 1 provide the results
of the evaluation of potential health impacts that would be expected to
result from implementation of the alternatives involving Hanford facilities,
including normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents.  The environmental analysis showed that radiological
and nonradiological risks associated with Hanford site would be small.

FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River.  There are no
discharges to the river from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
discharges to groundwater.  As indicated in analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4, 4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts to
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from operation of
Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear infrastructure missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.
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Response to Commentor No. 2298Commentor No. 2298:  Michael Zemar

2298-22298-1

2298-3

2298-1

2298-1: DOE notes the commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

2298-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2298-3: As identified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive waste (i.e.
solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to nonhazardous
wastes,  This would account for about 2,205 cubic meters of additional
radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of nuclear
infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to the waste
generated by current Hanford activities.  It is DOE's policy that all
wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for
all alternatives and alternative options.  Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed.  These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.  As
stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear infrastructure
alternatives would not divert or reprogram funds designated for Hanford
cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River.  There are no
discharges to the river from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
discharges to groundwater.  As indicated in analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4, 4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts to
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from operation of
Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear infrastructure missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.
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Commentor No. 2299:  K. M. Fitzpatrick Response to Commentor No. 2299

2299-2

2299-3

2299-1 2299-1: DOE notes the commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

2299-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2299-3: DOE notes the commentor’s viewpoint.
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Commentor No. 2300:  Pennie Stasik O’Grady Response to Commentor No. 2300

2300-1 2300-1: Through a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioisotope power systems and the plutonium-238 that fuels them for
space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use.  In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of Science
and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with DOE's
charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for maintaining
the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to support these
missions.  Based on NASA guidance to DOE on the potential use of
radioisotope power systems for upcoming space missions, DOE
anticipates that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will be exhausted by
approximately 2005.  Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was revised to further
clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing a domestic plutonium-238
production capability to support NASA space exploration missions.

DOE notes the commentor's concern regarding waste generation.  It is
DOE's policy that all wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored, and
disposed) in a safe and environmentally protective manner and in
compliance with all applicable Federal and state laws and regulations and
applicable DOE orders.
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Commentor No. 2301:  Thalia Syracopoulos
National Organization for Women

Response to Commentor No. 2301

2301-1

2301-2

2301-1: DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In doing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC.  In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,
established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding the future form of its isotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.  In the period since
the initial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.  Section
1.2.1 of Volume 1 was revised to incorporate this information and to
clarify DOE's role in fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.

Currently, approximately 50 percent of DOE's isotope production
capability is being used.  Much of the remaining isotope production
capability is dispersed throughout the DOE complex.  This capability
supports secondary missions, but cannot be effectively used due to the
operating constraints associated with the facilities' primary missions
(basic energy sciences or defense).  DOE is currently meeting most of its
short-term requirements.  However, in the long-term (next 5 to 10 years)
there will be a shortfall in available DOE capacity to meet demand.
Should the isotope demand grow consistent with the Expert Panel Report,
as it has recently, or if DOE's  market share increases, there will be a
need for expanded isotope production capacity in the short-term (less
than 5 years).

2301-2: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and concerns regarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford.
Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup
activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site environmental
restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party
Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
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This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

DOE was tasked by Congress in the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, to "… ensure the availability of isotopes for medical, industrial,
and research applications, meeting the nuclear material needs of other
federal agencies, and undertaking research and development of activities
related to development of nuclear power for civilian use."   The purpose
of this PEIS is to determine the environmental and other impacts to
accomplishing this mission from all reasonable existing and new DOE
resources.  The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of several existing
DOE resources that was assessed for this mission.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.

Commentor No. 2301:  Thalia Syracopoulos (Cont’d)
National Organization for Women

Response to Commentor No. 2301
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Commentor No. 2302:  Magna Response to Commentor No. 2302

2302-1

2302-2

2302-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2302-2: DOE notes the commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.
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	Postcard Campaign A  

	Goodenow, Larry
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Goodman, Roy D.  
	Goodsitt, B.  
	Gordon, Carol  
	Gordon, Jack  
	Gosman, Jr., Rob  
	Gosman, Robert M.  
	Gosney, Tim
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Gover, Jane
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Government Accountability Project  
	Tom Carpenter

	Gradisher, Bruce A.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Graham, Holly G.  
	Grant, Kevin
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Grant, Robert W.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Gravenslund, J.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Graves, Carmen
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Graves, Robert
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Gray, Kenneth
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Green, Kelly
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Green, Ron
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Green, William E.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Greene, Gary  
	Greenough, Brenda J.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Greenough, Stephen
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Greenough, Violet
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Greenough, Violet J.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Greenwell, R. K.  
	Gregg, Clark
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Gregory, Thomas R.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Greiff, Von
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Greisel, Patricia  
	Grems, Robert
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Grendall, Shawn
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Griffin, Maryanne  
	Griffith, Rita  
	Grimes, Dollyanna
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Gritter, Jean  
	Gross, Laurel L.  
	Grudowski, Ted  
	Grunst, Fred J.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Grunst, Sharon
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Guajardo, Eliazar
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Guay, Mary
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Guhr, Kurt
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Guin, Jack
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Guinnier, Phil M.  
	Gundle, Noami  
	Gundle, Norm  
	Gurth, Robert T.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Guthrie, Mike
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Guttenberg, Sol  
	Postcard Campaign B

	Gwan, J. L.
	Postcard Campaign A  


	H
	Haberstok, J. K.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hagaduin, David A.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Halgren, Dale
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hall, Florine
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hall, Joseph M.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hall, Patty
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hall, Ron
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hall, Teresa
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hallebak, Marily
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hallebeke, Arnold Van
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Halstein, Carrie  
	Halterman, Stephen R.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hambelton, Kevin
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hamilton, Don
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hamilton, Susan (2)
	U. S. Mail
	Public Hearing; Richland, Washington

	Hamilton, William E.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hamlet, Russ and Meg  
	Hammer, Buzz
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hampton, Charles
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hancock, Tim
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hancock, Wendy
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hanford Watch  
	Paige Knight
	Lynn Porter

	Hangslebert, Tamara L.
	Form Letter A

	Hankins, Sherrey
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hannah, Nancy  
	Hanrahan, Lynn  
	Hanrahan, Steve  
	Hansen, Andrew
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hansen, Gerald
	Form Letter C

	Hansen, Jeannie
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hansen, JoLynn
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hansen, Paula Kalyer
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hansen, Sonja
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hansen-Fackas, Suzzenne
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hanson, Colleen  
	Hanson, Dee
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hanson, Kristin  
	Hanson, P. L.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Harder, Scott W.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Harding, Karen  
	Public Hearing; Hood River, Oregon
	Public Hearing; Portland, Oregon

	Harding, Keith  
	Hardy, Dwight
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Harmala, Walt
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Harman, Joyce A.  
	Harnett, Danny M.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Harris, Howard R.  
	Harris, Kinny
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Harris, Richard L.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Harris, Rosemary  
	Hart, Todd
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hartl, Mayme  
	Hartmann, James A.  
	Harvey, Aune
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Harvey, Daniel  
	Harvey, Roland
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Harvill, Wynona
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Harville, Leonard  
	Harville, Nancy
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hastings, Tammy
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hatfield, K. E.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hauter, Wenonah  
	Public Citizen  

	Hawkins, Betty L.  
	Hawkins, Elaine
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hay, Amy
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hayden, K. D.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hayden, Lorna
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hays, Kellie
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hazlett, Pat  
	Heacock, Harold (4)
	Postcard Campaign A  
	Public Hearing; Hood River, Oregon
	Public Hearing; Portland, Oregon
	Public Hearing; Richland, Washington

	Heart of America Northwest
	Tiffany Devoy
	Dave Johnson
	Gerald Pollet (4)
	Public Hearing; Hood River, Oregon
	Public Hearing; Portland, Oregon
	Public Hearing; Seattle, Washington
	Public Hearing; Richland, Washington

	Sarah Schmidt
	Amber Waldref (6)
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	Heasler, Patricia  
	Heaston, Dale
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Heaston, Elizabeth
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Heaston, Karen
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Heaston, Suzanne
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hebert, Carol  
	Hedge, Chris
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hedge, Harold
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hedges, Amande L.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hedlund, Robert  
	Heg, J. M.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Heid, Kermeth
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Heid, Pauline
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Heikens, Kenneth E.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Heikens, Sharon L.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Heller, Paula
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Helloma, M.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Helms, Jubal
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Helms, Patti
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Henderson, Pat
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hendrick, Debbie
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hendrix, Nancy  
	Hendry, Jim
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hendry, John
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Henke, Gene
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Henn, John S.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hennessey, Michael
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hennings, Jerry
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Henry, Darrel W.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Herman, Mike
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hernandez, Cindy
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hernandez, Hipolito
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hernandez, Les
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Herod, George W.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Herres, Lisa
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Herron, Melissa
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hess, Sharadee
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hexum, Steven M.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hickman, Glenn E., Jr.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hickman, Randy
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Higgins, Kathleen
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Higgins, Rudy
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Higgins, William B.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Highbarger, Brian
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hildebrand, Nate and Andrea  
	Hill, Burton E.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hill, Judy
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hill, Lowell
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hill, Madge
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hiller, Phillip  
	Hiltwein, Viola M.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hine, Judith  
	Hisaw, Barbara
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hlavacek, Bill  
	Hockett, Julie A.  

	Hodges, Alison  
	Hodges, Robert S.  
	Hoffman, Dorothy
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hoffman, Michelle (2)
	Form Letter A
	Public Hearing; Hood River, Oregon

	Hogg, A.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hoglen, Richard
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Holbrook, Calvin N.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Holcomb, Tycho  
	Form Letter A

	Holden, Paul B.  
	Holland, Melanie
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hollinger, John  
	Hollings, A. R., Sr
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Holman, Sharon
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Homme, Kathleen
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hoob, Sarah
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hopfritz, William G.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hopkins, Frederick M.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hopkins, Irene
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hopko, Alan
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Horville, Leonard E.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Houchins, Denine
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Houchins, R.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Houston, Elizabeth
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Houston, James
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Houston, Kris
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Howard, Bruce  
	Howard, Johnny S.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Howard, Victor L. T.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Howell, John
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hoyt, Roland  
	Hsik, Ron  
	Hubbard, Dave
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hubbard, Mary K.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hudspeth, Eric
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Huff, Bryan
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Huff, Christopher
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Huff, Michelle
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hughes, Harold
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hughlett, John
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hughlett, John B.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Huleny, Martin W.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hull, Frank  
	Hulstrunk, Carol  
	Hulstrunk, Matt  
	Hulvey, Russell K.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Humble, Kelly
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hunsaker, Peter
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hunt, Scott
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hunter, Lori J.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hussman, Michael  
	Huttling, Harold A.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hyatt, Ann
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hyatt, V.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hyde, Daphne  
	Hyde, James A.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Hyland, Warren
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Hyrkas, Kalle H.
	Postcard Campaign A  


	I
	Iceberg, David
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Idles, G.J.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Ingram, Amy  
	Ingram, Steve
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Interhemispheric Resource Center
	Form Letter C

	International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
	Mel Chapman

	Irby, Erin E.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Isaacson, Bud
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Isaacson, Evelyn
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Isaacson, Ray
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Issacson, Raymond  
	Ivey, Dion
	Postcard Campaign B  


	J
	J, Ruth
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Jackins, Chris  
	Jackson, Gary
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Jackson, Merle D.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Jackson, R. Estelle
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Jackson, Sally  
	Jacobson, Meg J.  
	Jamison, Rey
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Janear, Robert
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Japha, Irene R.  
	Jaymes, Jessie
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Jennings, Jim
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Jensen, Leslie
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Jensen, R.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Jeter, Bridget  
	Jett, Pam
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Jhai, Moses  
	Jinnurrish, R. E.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Jobe, Terry A.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Johansen, James L.  
	John, James E., Jr.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Johns, D.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Johnson, Brad
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Johnson, Chuck  
	Johnson, Darlin L.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Johnson, Dean
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Johnson, Debi
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Johnson, Floyd E.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Johnson, Gail K.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Johnson, Gretchen  
	Johnson, Kathleen J.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Johnson, Marvin M.  
	Johnson, Michael A.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Johnson, Penney M.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Johnson, Ru Ann
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Johnson, Sherri
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Johnston, Bob A.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Johnston, Larry G.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Johnstone, Donna
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Johnstone, P.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Jones, Alma E.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Jones, Burt
	Form Letter B 

	Jones, C.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Jones, Dan
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Jones, Darrlik  
	Jones, Jean V.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Jones, Jodi
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Jones, Stuart
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Jordan, Don
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Joskey, John J., Jr.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Joy, Donna  
	Judd, Marianne J.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Judkins, Antonio L.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Julian, Greg
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Julson, Paul
	Postcard Campaign B  

	July, Brandon  
	Jungers, Mike
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Jurgens, Kathleen  

	K
	K.H.L.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Kaas, G. D.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Kadlec, Ken  
	Kalinowski, Pam
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Kallio, Marianne
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Kammenzind, D. E.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Kane, Deborah A.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Kane, J. A.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Kanning, Dorothy
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Karl, Roszeita
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Kasey, Bruce
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Kates, Rebecca S.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Katz, Phillip S.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Kay, Gayle
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Kay, Tom
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Kays, Juanita
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Keaemi, David G.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Keary, Mike  
	Keaveney, Jean
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Keaveney, John P.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Keelleu, Kathy
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Kefteh, D. D.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Keizer, Michael
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Keller, Lena  
	Kellogg, Lloyd
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Kelly, Holly
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Kelly, Irene  
	Kelly, Karin
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Kelly, Rod
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Kelly, Sally Ann
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Kelsey, Bill  
	Kelsey, Lisa  
	Keltch, John M.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Keltch, Juanita
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Keltner, Jeanie
	Form Letter C

	Kenega, Matthew  
	Kennell, David
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Kentine, Toby  
	Kerchum, Chris  
	Kerlick, G. D.  
	Keszler Family
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Ketchersid, Mary
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Ketchum, Anna M.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	KewRiez, Stephen L.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Keyes, M. Karlene
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Kidder, Ronald J.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Kidder, Virginia L.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Kidwell, Henry
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Killian, Ray
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Killory, Steven
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Kimball, Erin L.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Kimball, Janet  
	Kimbill, Dorothy  
	King, Betty E.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Kinsella, William J.  
	Kinsey, Gene D.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Kintzley, Dale S.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Kip, J. L.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Kirby, John J.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Kitchen, Ricky J.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Kitts, Mike  
	Klein, Robin  
	Kleit, James A.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Klemus, Jerry
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Klos, Bruce (3)
	Public Hearing; Portland, Oregon
	Public Hearing; Seattle, Washington
	Public Hearing; Richland, Washington

	Klos, Helen E.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Klos, Michael
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Klos, Patricia F.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Kloter, Elise  
	Knapp, Lloyd
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Knare, Marsha
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Knight, Beverly
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Knight, Jim  
	Knight, Mattlya M.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Knight, Rusty
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Knighten, Jackie M.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Knioeton, Steve
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Knowles, Linda
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Knowles, Randall
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Knudsen, K. M.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Knutzen, Thomas C.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Koenig, Margaret  
	Koger, Dolores  
	Koll, Gloria K.  
	Kontin, Barbara
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Kooiker, Curtis A.  
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Kooiker, Susanne L. (2)
	Postcard Campaign A  
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Korbin, Nancy  
	Korenkiewicz, Leonard
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Kortes, Gen  
	Koschik, Eugene C.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Kremer, Ann  
	Krewson, Tawnya
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Kropf, Warren E., Jr.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Krothus, R.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Krueger, Susan A.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Kruse-Chung, Ava  
	Kuhl, Opal
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Kuhn, Dave  
	Kunkel, Jerry M.
	Postcard Campaign A  


	L
	Lacey, Wendy
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Lahtinen, M. R.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	LaMastus, Darrell
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Lamberson, Pat
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Lamberson, Tim
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Lampson, Kim W.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Lamson, Sally  
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Lanbeer, Bob  
	Lane, Zane E.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Lange, Darlene
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Lange, K.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Lanson, Gregory D.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	LaPierre, Bonnie
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Laporta, Tony  
	Lapp, Marilyn
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Lark Bratvord, Melissa C.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Larry Oclewitt
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Larson, James
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Larson, Tom
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Lasseter, Myron
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Latham, Kathy
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Lathins, Richard
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Lauman, Mike
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Law, T. R.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Lawing, Kurt
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Lawrence, Kathleen A.  
	Layman, Richard
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Laymens, Debra
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Leaverton, Michael E.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Lee, Hyun  
	Lee, Lunzi
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Lee, Tammi
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Leeman, James  
	Leiby, Bob
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Leitch, Dennis
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Leiteh, D.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Lema, J.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Lemak, David
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Lemor, Rene
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Leonard, Anna
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Leonard, Kimberlee Jo
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Leonard, W. J.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Letherman, Margaret K.  
	Levyburg, Scott
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Lewellan, Art  
	Lewis, Kathryn
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Lewis, Molly  
	Lewis, Tom
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Lichtenwald, Daniel (2)
	Form Letter A
	Public Hearing; Hood River, Oregon

	Lilly, Jon & Pattie
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Lindberg, Jon
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Linn, Michael B.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Linn, Patrick I.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Linstead, Amy  
	Linstead, Holly  
	Lint, Rick
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Lippold, Mary E.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Lippolel, Jack R.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Livingston, Wayne
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Lobry, Kathy  
	Locke, David
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Locke, Richard  
	Loika, S. M.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Long, Darcie M.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Long, Janice
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Loper, B. L.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Loper, Janis K.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Loper, Kristin
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Loper, Lauren Shane
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Loves, M. C., Jr.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Low, Aiko E.  
	Lowe, Steve
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Lowrance, Pat
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Luarders, Herb
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Lucoff, Dave
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Lucoff, Jan
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Lukes, Susan
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Lumpkin, C. L.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Lunciford, D. E.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Lynch, Carolyn
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Lynch, Deanna  
	Lynch, Scott
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Lyon, Glennup
	Postcard Campaign B  


	M
	M., Martha Troxell
	Postcard Campaign A  

	MacArthur, Steven
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Mack, Troyce A.  
	MacRae, Don  
	Madson, Vernon
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Magan, Ellen  
	Maggan, Clifton
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Magid, S.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Magna  
	Mahler, Cody
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Mahoney, Dewey L.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Mahoney, Kelley
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Mail, Paul
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Maine, Michael R.  
	Maiuri, Steve
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Malan, Linda  
	Maller, Michael J.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Manis, Robert E.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Mansfield, John P.  
	Mansfield, Patty
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Marberg, Dick
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Marbet, Lloyd K.  
	March, Mike
	Postcard Campaign B  

	March, Tisha
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Margullis, Yvonne
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Maripuam, Barbara  
	Marsh, Betty  
	Marshall, Barb
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Marshall, Roger
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Marshall, Sam
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Marshall, Wayne  
	Marston, Spencer  
	Martin, James L.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Martin, Jennifer  
	Martin, William A.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Martinez, A. K.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Martinez, Ines
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Martinez, M. G.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Massengale, Gerald L.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Massey, Arlene
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Mathes, August T.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Mathes, Elaine
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Matheson, Ben
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Matthews, Martha
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Mattocks, Kelly
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Maxwell, Gary
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Mayor, Susan E.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Mayther-Slac, Mary  
	McBain, Bob
	Postcard Campaign B  

	McCall, Joshua L.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	McCallum, Crystal
	Postcard Campaign B  

	McCary, Joanne H.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	McCauley, Neil  
	McCleary, Gordon  
	McClure, Fred
	Postcard Campaign A  

	McCluskey, Kelly  
	McCluskey, Margaret L.  
	McColgun, K.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	McCollum, Diana
	Postcard Campaign A  

	McCollum, Garry
	Postcard Campaign A  

	McComb, Donald W.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	McConnell, Phil
	Postcard Campaign B  

	McCord, Robert B.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	McCormick, Charlene
	Postcard Campaign B  

	McDonald, K. M.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	McDonald, Laurie
	Postcard Campaign B  

	McDonald, Richard
	Postcard Campaign B  

	McEllery, Lorraine
	Postcard Campaign A  

	McFadden, Greg
	Postcard Campaign A  

	McFadden, Lee
	Postcard Campaign A  

	McFaddon, Shawn
	Postcard Campaign B  

	McFall, Tracy
	Postcard Campaign B  

	McGee, Cheri
	Postcard Campaign A  

	McGee, Corry
	Postcard Campaign A  

	McGehee, K. G.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	McGinnis, Karen
	Postcard Campaign A  

	McGurdy, C. D.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	McKine, Kristie
	Postcard Campaign A  

	McLadeline, Norm
	Postcard Campaign A  

	McLand, Sheri M.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	McLaughlin, Ed
	Postcard Campaign A  

	McLaughlin, Lauri
	Postcard Campaign A  

	McLaughlin, Robert
	Postcard Campaign B  

	McLeod, C.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	McMurphy, Greg
	Postcard Campaign B  

	McMurphy, Ron
	Postcard Campaign A  

	McNiven, Gina
	Postcard Campaign B  

	McPeek, Tom C.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	McPheron, Colleen
	Postcard Campaign B  

	McPherson, E. U.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	McPherson, E. Y.
	Postcard Campaign A  

	McQuown, James G., III
	Postcard Campaign B  

	McVay, Merle Ann  
	Mead, F. K.  
	Meador, Canda Lynn
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Meadows, Valjeanne B.  
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Meicenheimer, Russ
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Meier, Victoria  
	Meigs, Kevin D.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Meisinger, Robert Wayne
	Postcard Campaign A  

	Meissner, L. W.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Melton, Ronald B.
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Melvin, Max
	Postcard Campaign B  

	Members of Congress
	Earl Blumenauer, U.S. Representatiave  
	Doc Hastings, U.S. Representative
	Suzanne Heaston for U.S. Senator Slade Gorton (3)
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	Wayne Kenny for U.S. Senator Ron Wyden
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